Introduction
According to most generalist marketing texts, until at least the mid-1940s, perhaps the 1950s, virtually nothing was known of marketing (Kotler 2000; Kotler et al. 2001; Stanton et al. 1993; Dickson 1997; McColl-Kennedy and Kiel, 2000; McCarthy et al. 1998; Zikmund and D'Amico 1996; Lewison 1996; Assael et al. 1995) . To establish the accuracy and the meaning of the story, or stories, of the development of marketing, the written accounts have been broadly divided into marketing texts and other scholarly approaches. In turn, these other scholarly approaches have been divided into scholarly monographs and scholarly papers. Such an approach is represented in Figure  1 and is the basis on which the material in this paper is presented.
Whilst appropriate to the scope of this paper -a limited, philological examination of the origins and nature of marketing -some comment should be made on the limitations such an approach imposes. It cannot readily account for changes in themes and approaches within each division over time; nor does it readily account for the appearance of the same authors across categories.
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Figure 1. A Limited Philological Approach to Examining the Origins of Marketing
It also somewhat artificially aggregates the relatively uncritical works of Hotchkiss (1938) , Bartels (1962 Bartels ( , 1976 and Anderson and Hoyer (1991) with the more critical approaches of Brown (1993 Brown ( , 1996 , Brownlie and Saren (1992) , Morgan (1992) and Firat and Dholakia (1998) . A further limitation is the omission of popularist writings such as those of Peters (1992) , Ries and Trout (1986) , Morgan (1999) , and Ries and Ries (1998) . These limitations acknowledged, there follows an analysis of what the writers say and the meanings they give.
The Marketing Texts
A survey of the previously noted nine marketing texts since the 1990s confirms the continuing predominance of a three eras periodisation. This generally accepted periodisation is shown in Figure 2 . There is a fourth stage, societal marketing, which in some works is treated as a development within the marketing era. Whilst marketing texts agree on the emergence of social, even ethical aspects to marketing, their treatment of this development varies. Little evidence is given to support such a periodisation in the texts, yet it is one that is central to the present-day marketing construct. This is that the marketing philosophy is a post-second World War phenomenon of largely North American origin and that the 1950s witnessed the emergence or efflorescence of marketing. The story of the development of marketing in the 1950s is generally accepted today, along with a belief that some tinkering with it to promote a sense of refinement and relevance is permissible. This is reflected in the division of the marketing era into the marketing and the societal, or socially responsible era, a division almost universally applied in the texts. These marketing texts are identified here as the oeuvre of what is termed here as the fifties school. This is a convenient device by which to refer to these texts.
Although the school appears to have emerged at the commencement of the 1960s with the publication of McCarthy's Basic Marketing in the United States in 1960, it will be referred to as the fifties school for the period it argues that marketing emerged.
The Histories by Hotchkiss and by Bartels
Hotchkiss and the much better known Bartels each wrote a history of marketing. Both have received citation in subsequent assessments of the development of the marketing domain, with the substantial majority of these references being to the work of Bartels (Bartels 1962; Savitt 1990; Low and Fullerton 1994; Jones 1995; Brown 1996; Hollander 1998; Jones 1998) . In 1938, Hotchkiss' history, entitled Milestones of Marketing was published. In his review of Hotchkiss' work, Jones (1998) hails it as "an important contribution to historical research in marketing, not so much for what was written but for when" (p. 181). The Hotchkiss work has received very little attention, a point Jones makes in his review. It has been included here, alongside Bartels' better known work largely because of the significance Jones accords it and because it is possibly the only attempt at a history of marketing from the first half of the twentieth century. Its existence is somewhat at odds with the writings of the fifties school.
What Hotchkiss had set out to write was a history, from the fifth to the twentieth centuries, of "activities involved in the flow of goods and services from the point of production to the point of consumption" (Hotchkiss, p. vii) . In essence, he developed a political argument against government control over markets. Hotchkiss' views were contemporary with the times, characterised as they were by emergence from the Great Depression and the development of Roosevelt's New Deal policies that were to place restrictions on unencumbered business practices. Hotchkiss applied a three-phase periodisation to the development of marketing. The first covered the period from the 400s through to the 1800s: a convoluted period of ebb and flow between restrictive government practice and free trade initiatives, such as those placed on guilds and trading companies. The second covered the 1800s to the 1900s: the effects of industrialisation on the development of national advertising campaigns. The third period, contemporary with the time of writing, ran from 1900 to 1930: the merchandising era.
For Hotchkiss, marketing was evident throughout each of these periods. As such, his view of marketing differs from contemporary conventional wisdom. He had taught a course in the history of distribution at New York University and in many respects, his Milestones of Marketing reflected his teaching area, for it was more a history of the fight for control over distribution. Hotchkiss intended to write a book on the history of distribution. In his words, "the work dragged on until 1938" (cited in Jones, p.181). That work on distribution was given the title Milestones of Marketing. It dealt solely with British and American experiences and stands as a history of Anglo-American trade relations as much as a history of distribution. What passed as marketing in Hotchkiss' view would not likely pass today. The issue of distribution-as-marketing resurfaces later.
In a much later setting, one that had seen the spread of the generalist marketing texts of the fifties school, Bartels' The History of Marketing Thought, second edition was published in 1976. There is an earlier -and apparently it is the first -edition of this work, entitled The Development of Marketing Thought, published in 1962. History is an almost complete copy of Development, with two extra chapters. A review of the latter work serves to cover the former. At the heart of Bartels' History lies an attempt to place marketing in the realm of science. Throughout the work marketing is accorded a somewhat heroic profile. A scientific gloss is placed on modern marketing practice. In contrast to Hotchkiss, Bartels argues that marketing is an entirely twentieth-century phenomenon, one whose adherents are cognizant of social equity issues (the precursor of the societal marketing stage). In addition to the modernist and the scientific, Bartels gives another dimension. He argues that divine intervention has been a force. The "prophetic account of spiritual determinism known as the Revelation of Saint John the Divine has particular reference to what is now called marketing" (p.7). To explain further his story, Bartels employs an allegorical device. This is the "students of marketing" (p. 9 ff.), a group who alone could discern its value and meaning. These students are referred to frequently throughout the narrative, building for the author a continuity through the twists and turns of this story of the evolution of marketing. In rejecting the existence of marketing prior to 1900, the development of strong distribution practices in the United States is equated with the development of marketing. This at once resonates with and differs from Hotchkiss, who places marketing well before the 1900s -in the 400s -but who sees so little difference between distribution and marketing as to give his work on distribution a 'marketing' title. Bartels divides the development of marketing thought into six periods, each neatly commencing with a new decade up to the 1970s, the decade in which the work was published. This is shown in Figure 3 . 1900-1910: discovery 1940-1950: reappraisal 1910-1920: conceptualisation 1950-1960: reconception 1920-1930: integration 1960-1970: differentiation 1930-1940: development 1970 onward: socialisation
Figure 3. The Bartels Periodisation
In his account, Bartels attributes the first use of the term 'marketing' to Ralph Starr Butler, a sales manager who turned to teaching at the University of Wisconsin. This Butler achieved in 1910. Thereafter, the use of the term 'marketing' gained wider usage in teaching courses, textbooks and general discourse. This spread was accompanied by the development of market research techniques, a process that Bartels holds also began in 1910 and to which he devotes the entire ninth chapter. The arguments supporting the development of marketing through the 1920s, a period Bartels calls "the Golden Decade in the development of marketing thought" (p. 153), remain uncritical and thin. This particularly applies to the period of reconception, the key aspect of which appears to be the 1960 introduction of the four Ps concept in McCarthy's Basic Marketing. As with the work of Hotchkiss, a recurring theme in Bartels' work is what he perceives to be the problematic presence of distributors, middlemen and retailers. Even private branding practices emerge as an obstacle to the development of marketing. Bartels returns to this frequently throughout the narrative.
By a reading of Hotchkiss and Bartels, marketing is the business of producers, now lying in dispossession in ever larger organisations, each of which fragments into more and more departments. With this comes a distancing of the producer from the consumer and it is this phenomenon that both authors appear to address. This distancing was equated with loss of control over the marketplace. Distributors, middlemen and retailers began to occupy positions closer to the consumer. The concept of the 'marketing alternative', with its twin preoccupations with distribution and market research, was, according to Hotchkiss and Bartels, an attempt by manufacturing organisations to reinstate lost influence over consumers.
Hotchkiss and Bartels gave different periodicities to solving the distribution problem. However, their common solution was marketing, something Hotchkiss saw as present since the fifth century, Bartels, since only the early 1900s. The solution was to wrest control of distribution from middlemen, wholesalers and retailers and return it to the producers. It was a hoped-for restoration of a traditional, Arcadian relationship between producer and consumer. Such an approach has been traced in Marchand's (1998) account of the intertwining of consumer research and public relations by General Motors during the 1930s in an effort to regain association with consumers in an evermore complex, distributive field.
The works of Hotchkiss and Bartels occupy key places amongst the few marketing histories. Yet they do not accord on the timing of the emergence of marketing. Nor does either accord with the textual works of the fifties school. Two separate and seemingly unlinked bodies of literature have developed conflicting accounts of the history of marketing with further displacement emerging between the two popularly accepted historical, monograph accounts. Were Hotchkiss, Bartels and the fifties textual school writing of the same marketing?
Scholarly Papers
In 1986, after a survey of twenty-five generalist marketing textbooks, Stanley Hollander concluded that the dominant periodisation in use was the three eras: production, sales and marketing. The discussion in the earlier section on textual works indicates little has changed. The apparent originator of the three eras thesis was Keith (1960) , who argued that the Pillsbury Company of which he was Executive Vice President, had moved through three eras: a product orientation between 1869 to the 1930s, a sales orientation until the 1950s and then a marketing orientation phase. As far as can be ascertained, it was from this article in the Journal of Marketing that the fifties school developed the three eras periodisation and gave it a blanket application to all firms. Textbooks of the 1990s continue to employ the three eras schema, and predicate their subsequent content on an unquestioning belief that at some time in the 1950s, the marketing era emerged.
The creation in 1937 of the American Marketing Association was the result of a merger between two interest groups, one of which had published a journal since 1934 that in 1936 became The Journal of Marketing (Bartels 1976) . The content of The Journal, however, was not the 'marketing' that the term evokes today. A review of early issues shows the use of marketing as a term to describe, in the main, distribution factors. This was the common meaning of the term at the time. A precedent had been set for such usage in the 1920s in the Harvard Business Review. A notable example of this is found in W. H. S. Stevens' 1927 article, "Marketing Biscuits and Crackers". It is about achieving increased sales through more effective control over wholesalers and retailers. At the time, this was marketing.
Perhaps not until the early 1970s (Bell and Emory 1971) was the marketing construct critically reviewed. McDonagh and Prothero (1996) have provided a convincing account of growing scepticism within the marketing discipline over marketing ideology and its relevance and merit. Much of this criticism traces directly back to the questionable accounts given about marketing's origins.
Historians have undertaken considerable analysis of the origins of marketing. Stearns (1997) argues that mass consumption was in evidence in seventeenthand eighteenth-century England, something most contemporary marketing writers would contest. The rise and fall of marketing and market centres in England from the 1500s to the 1700s is described in contributions by Dyer (1996) , Mate (1996) and Lie (1993) . Deceulaer (1998) has described the efforts of guildsmen and entrepreneurs to effect market segmentation in the markets of sixteenth-to eighteenthcenturies Antwerp and Ghent. Perhaps closer to home, the contributions of economic historians have analysed the highly competitive services market of general insurance in Britain since 1720 (Westall 1994) , of product marketing in Britain and the United States since the 1850s (Church 1999 ) and the impact of foreign competition on domestic marketing practice in the British yeast trade in 1860 (Weir 1991) . These provide a much wider context within which to place marketing. Such historical research relies heavily on industry-or organisation-specific research in order progressively to build a picture of the history of marketing. Equally significant are the links built between production, competition and consumption. Historians use these as patterns within which marketing can be placed.
There are fewer marketing journal contributions to a better understanding of the marketing construct and its origins. The masterful if sometimes idiosyncratic reflections of Brown (1993 Brown ( , 1996 are significant contributions to the debate over the provenance and epistemology of marketing. Burnby (1988) has shown the existence of marketing competition in the seventeenthand eighteenth-century British pharmaceutical market. Lavin (1995) has discussed the introduction of brands into radio entertainment in the United States during the 1930s. Fullerton (1988) has argued for pushing the commencement of "modern marketing" or at least its "era of origins"(p. 122) back to the 1750s in Germany and in the United States around 1830. Fullerton's ensuing periodisation is complex and he concludes, "Further research is encouraged" (p.123). A far more adventurous periodisation is given by Walle (1988) who argues for the Christian gospels to be seen as marketing communications. Brownlie and Saren (1992) provide a critical analysis of the meaning of marketing by looking at its historicity. They seek to differentiate marketing and its 'invention' and question "the use which we make of the marketing concept" (p. 43). Anderson and Hoyer (1991) would not be convinced of Fullerton's periodisation and give a tabular account of "common problems that have confronted all societies throughout history" Walle: concentrates less on eras and by using biblical sources posits that marketing has been extant since the commencement of the Christian era. Brown (1996) , perhaps irreverently, sees three eras: pro-science, anti-science and non-science. Keith, 3 eras: production, sales, marketing. Kotler and similar texts, 4 eras, the first three almost certainly borrowed from Keith: production, sales, marketing, societal marketing. Hotchkiss, 3 eras: free trade initiatives, industrialisation and advertising, merchandising. Bartels, eight eras: discovery, conceptualisation, integration, development, re-appraisal, re-conception, differentiation, socialisation.
Figure 4. Some Key Marketing Periodisations
(p. 42) in which they place marketing as one of several solutions. In their historical interpretation, "Marketing is the process for gaining and maintaining control" (p. 47). By this analysis do they develop "A definition of marketing that explicitly acknowledges control as the purpose of the organisation" (p.48). Anderson and Hoyer's unidirectional and limited approach to marketing is likely less acceptable now. Figure 4 illustrates the varieties of periodisations.
A Reinterpretation
Varieties of arguments about what is marketing spring directly from the varieties of interpretation over its origins. Approaches emanating beyond the marketing literature suggest that perceptions of marketing vary between those it affects and those who effect it. Beyond the confines of the fifties textual school, the term 'marketing' does not enjoy a common definition. This is not a new problematic condition. As early as 1975, an array of some fortyseven definitions, clustered into seven historically-driven theoretical approaches, was discussed by Crosier, who concluded that the meaning of the term varied with its use in explaining marketing as a process, a concept or an orientation. In similar vein, the works of Hotchkiss and of Bartels are more about the contest for control over distribution than about some professionalised satisfaction of consumer needs. Hotchkiss used the term 'marketing' as a description for distributive control. Perhaps he is able to date his concept of marketing so early because he writes of marketing-as-practise. By contrast, Bartels needs to forestall the emergence of his version of marketing, holding it back for the twentieth century. His account concerns the invention of marketing whereas that of Hotchkiss is more an account of an evolution. For Bartels, it is marketing-as-academic discipline, one nourished by science, reason and a measure of divinity. For Hotchkiss, it is marketing-as-practise. This could serve to explain the fine tuning Bartels bestows on his marketing story for the 1970s, when he gives it its socially responsible edge.
Perhaps Bartels received this notion of social responsiveness from the fifties school itself. Many may have been contemporaries of Bartels: his book refers frequently to members of the school. There is, however, a main point of departure between Bartels and the fifties school, who pushed the emergence of marketing forward even further than Bartels, to the 1950s and gilded it with the twin virtues of scientific reason and learned discipline.
Alternative Views of Marketing
In light of historians' views on marketing, the views of these writers collapse.
Have those who have written about the origins of marketing been using the same meaning? It is suggested here that they have not and that this is central to marketing's dubious historical construct. Marketing adherents -perhaps about the best term to employ until either a universal definition for marketing is found or the attempt to so do is forestalled -have in the main failed to appreciate the narrow base upon which marketing is constructed when resorting to the dominant fifties school approach in the search for a meaningful epistemology.
The inability of a writer in an earlier time to linguistically express 'marketing' as it is perceived today tends to be accompanied by the linguistic problems for present-day writers in understanding the meaning ascribed to 'marketing' in the past. This explains how Hotchkiss could write of marketing as distribution: he was writing about marketing in a context of distribution. Brown's call for the return of reflection in the manifestations he sees of marketing would gain prescience if marketing were seen for its multiplicity of meanings. This also applies to the meanings accorded 'marketing' by marketing writers using other forms of discourse (postmodernists, consumption theorists, critical theorists) and by writers approaching marketing from other disciplines (economists, historians, anthropologists).
Confusion reigns over the origins of marketing and a definition for it. This dual confusion is exacerbated when marketing adherents attempt to colonise fresh domains with a marketing variant or permutation: wrap-around, service, warfare, data-driven, relationship, hospital, church, macro and the like. These permutations create a challenge to marketing, a direct result of its attempts to expand its usefulness, credibility and relevance to society perhaps in advance of its proven worth (Enright 1999) . In addition to some of those previously cited, the worth of marketing has been questioned by the divergent opinions of Houston and Gassenheimer (1987) , Leone and Schultz (1980) and Dickenson, Herbst and O'Shaugnessy (1988) .
In this way does the history of marketing gain importance as a fundamental precursor to any argument for its usefulness. Without an acknowledgement of its variable definitions, the marketing of marketing will continue in problematic fashion. Marketing enjoys -or endures -multiple meanings and uses. It exists in this way because its dominant narrative style -three eras holding a fifties creation or efflorescence -is neither real nor convincing. Nothing may be uncritically accepted about the historical accuracy of the prevailing fifties school-driven historical construct, the sources from which they were drawn or the methods used in their composition. Further, two prominent histories -those of Bartels and of Hotchkiss -neither agree between themselves nor with the fifties school on when marketing started and how it developed.
This returns the discussion to the important and emerging point of words such as 'distribution' and 'marketing'. Did they mean, in the past, what they mean today? Such etymological matters are no diversion. Nor are they unique to marketing (Prudovsky 1997) . They are at the heart of the problematic epistemology of marketing, for if its basis in the past is an imaginary or illusory construction, then the integrity of that construction as a decision-making process comes into question. The deconstruction of the dominant marketing story of the fifties school is desirable to many marketing writers at the edges of their domain who resort to extreme discourses so that their views are heard. In such discourse have they found the means to express what is denied within contemporary marketing language.
Writing from outside the marketing domain and seemingly enjoying greater freedom of intellectual manoeuvre, the historians present compelling arguments for the dating of marketing from a much earlier time. They have also argued for a wider interpretation of the term by embedding it in broader societal, cultural and social frameworks. They have attributed multiple meanings to the term that in turn give the fifties school interpretation a business-only narrowness. Such problems have not been ameliorated by the introduction of subsequent societal marketing stages that seek to suggest the advancement of marketing to all manner of organisations and for a broader definition of 'product', in a more socially responsible, turn-of-the-twentiethcentury way. Historians in particular have added other meanings that predate the fifties school interpretation and that are grounded in careful and more complete research. In the quest of the origins of marketing, a majority within the marketing domain continue to use periodisations that arrive at a 'present-best', a state of ultimate advancement concurrent with the date of the publication.
Historians tend to acknowledge their borrowing from the social sciences of specific theories and models on the tracking of behaviour (Appelby et al. 1995) . Marketing adherents seem less convinced of the merits of an open acknowledgement of their borrowing of quite similar material from these fields. Rather, in the style of what Jameson (1981) describes as "an allegorical operation in which a text is systematically rewritten in terms of some fundamental master code or 'ultimately determining instance' " (p. 58), marketing adherents have stuck with the fifties emergence/efflorescence theory as a means to explain all that went before and all that has followed. It has fallen more to other disciplines to give marketing a context within patterns of competition, production and consumption, and to give marketing greater relevance through cultural and social interpretations. Beyond the domain, contributions to the origins of marketing have provided a multiplicity of potentially more realistic approaches. These challenge the dominant marketing version yet enrich the field of study, providing a wider gaze within which to develop marketing perspectives on the past, present and future.
Conclusion
Historians inform us on the emergence of varieties of marketing, always firmly embedding it within its logical setting of mercantilism. By contrast, Bartels attempts to academise the discipline by introducing enlightenmentstyle reason, allegorical student inquiry and divinity. Hothckiss attempts to historicise Anglo-American trade relations with a particular emphasis on distribution, then re-cast the whole story as marketing. The fifties school reformulates the term 'marketing' for a post-1945 world, re-dates its emergence and seeks to professionalise the domain.
To remove obscurity and doubt over the practicality of their discipline, marketers need to renovate marketing through broader interpretations of its origins that in turn permit the installation of new conceptual foundations. However risible some may find their attempts, the postmodernists have attempted to do just that (Brown 1995 (Brown , 1998 . Their pluralistic/interpretivist/fin de siècle/relativist/in-joking softness may not seem so attractive to modern marketing adherents as a good, solid flow chart. They are nevertheless liberating marketing thought which appears increasingly irrelevant and passé to some within the domain and to others beyond it.
Contrary to claims by its adherents of universal application and broadening adoption, marketing resists change because the popularly presented story of its emergence, when employed as a master code, constitutes a temporal displacement. Marketing also resists singular definition because it is incapable of unalterable application. It risks wider rejection as a major means of decision making because more convincing arguments about its origins and its meanings are being set by those who observe it from outside than are developed by those serving it from within. This may be already taking place. Cronon's (1992) historical analysis of the markets of late nineteenth-century Chicago and Douglas and Isherwood's (1996) exploratory approaches toward an anthropology of consumption exemplify this. Shifts in the ownership of the meanings of marketing will complicate its practical application.
Whilst endorsed by some for their enriching contributions, postmodernist interpretations by themselves perhaps confer too radical a recasting of the domain. Adherents determined to project scientific and professional shapes on marketing will likely treat postmodernist approaches as a threat more than an addition to marketing thought. The word 'postmodernism' is so loaded that it is unlikely to prove placatory. This is not unique to marketing.
As Patrick Joyce (1998) has observed of the effects of postmodern thinking on the work of British social historians, the act of allocating all non-modern, non-positivist thought to the postmodern category is not necessarily productive. Allocation under the postmodern label of all who do not defer to the concept of a modern, value-free, scientific marketing may polarise more than promote marketing thought.
Pushing marketing back in time has been tried but has not yielded a neater definition of the term or a widespread and well-accepted account of its origins. This does not mean it should be avoided as an area of investigation but linguistic limitations should be acknowledged. The ability of a past writer to express the same meaning as a present writer with a term such as 'marketing' is already in doubt. Hotchkiss and Bartels wrote of marketing using different meanings from each other and further, from those who hold to the fifties school.
A three eras, fifties school periodisation with an American Marketing Association-style definition of marketing might well fit within Keith's construction for a Pillsbury-like organization. It will not, however, necessarily apply to smaller organisations or organisations with a service emphasis. For these and perhaps for every organised group who thinks in terms of marketing actions as organisational solutions, the meaning, the import, the merit, the origin and morality of marketing will be interpreted differently. Such multiple interpretations need not necessarily fit within prevailing, dominant interpretations of marketing. It falls to marketers to see the domain as possessed of small as well as great traditions, told of in localised contexts as well as grand textual narratives and applied as a craft as much as a science. The call is not for a new date for the emergence of marketing, a new periodisation or a replacement definition. Rather, the call is for an initial acknowledgement of marketing's official construction to be balanced against its multiple emergences, manifold periodisations and many traditions.
